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an incorporated lublidiary. Sonecor Mobilephone (Linx). The Co.,.ny allo
propolel to offer this lervice directly to lar,e end-ulerl that Met the
establi.h.d criteria of the inatant tariff.

It should be noted that relative to the connection of a cellular central
Iwitch!n, point by telephone co.pany land linel. the Depart_ftt Oft October 30,
1984 iuued a Decidon in Docket 84-07-28. Soutbem He" Enltand telephone
Co.pany Proposed Tariff To Provide Interconnect S.rvice For DoIIe.tic Public
Cellular Carrier.. Thi. decision addre••ed { ••uea conc.minl the
int.rconnection to the Catlpany'. public .witched network by the c.llular
carrier.

The int.rvenora .xpr••••d concem. relative to Softecor PIobUephone'.
providon of service and the pouibl. .ubaidbation of tbb entity by the
Ce-pany'. bade ratepayer. The Autbori ty recoinhe. that while tbe.. ..y be
valid concern.. the in.tant Docket i. not tbe appropriate !n.trument to
con.ider the.. Currently there are a number of pendinl docket. that addre••
thele b.uel and wi 11 provide a forUli for the intenenora' concern.. The,
are: Docket No.. 84-12-18 and 85-01-02 which have been e.tabll.hed to
deterlline whether or not the Depart._nt .hould relulate re.enera of cellula~

service; Docket No. 83-01-24. Southern New En11and Telephone CO!!p!ftY
Accountin, Procedures for Relulated Activitie.; and Docket No_ 83-12-15, DPUC
Jurisdiction Over Southern New Ensland Telephone COllpany DlveraUication into
Unrelulated Businesses. Pending the outcome of the afor.-ntioned dockets.
reselle.. are authorized .Lo provide cellular service in the State of
Conecticut effective the date of this decision.

B. Co.t Studies

The LRIA cost .tudie. perfol'lled for this case are dmUar to tho.e
perforMd by the Coatpany for other .ervice. of a competitive nature. These
stud!e. utilize current COlt.. pro.pective COlt.l. inveltmenta and market.
demand forecan. in order to determine chan.e. in co.U and revenues at
alternate rate level.. The studies a.s~ an l81 COlt of equity c~ponent and
reflect anticipated inflationary trend••

The Company propo.ed a .ini../uxi.. .et of rate. and charles for
cellular .ervice. The propo.ed .ini.. rate leveta provide a po.itive net
inco.. be,innina in the tbird year of operation and a positive contribution
(revenues in exc••• of expense. includinl cost of lIOne,) b.linnin, in tbe
fourth year of operation. On a c~lative present worth ba.i.. over the ten
year study period. the proposed .ini... rates would produce a net inca.. of
$8.4 million and a contribution to the total revenue require_ntl of $366,000.

The propoaed effective ratel are within the .ini~/...i~ ranae
specified t.a the flexible tariU and are desilned to oDU.he_ tbe COfttribuUo11.­
fratl the ,ropo.ed .ervice recopi&lft1 the effect of the c~Ut1y__ .._~~et_
place Oft a .ervice of this type. The propo.ed effective rate. are expected to
provide: 1) a positive net incOll! wi"rainain tbe .tidal ·'Ott of operation.
U a positive contti6U~lon ffi t-"e four~h .x.ar, and 3) on a cWlftllative present
worth baa1s; ~ ~~lncome over ten yearl of .9.4 .il1ion and a eontribution to
the total l"evenue ruu.iu_JU.a-Dl $.3...0. ailliort-. The proposed effective ra-tel
WOuld result in a cUIIUlative DeY rate of retum-of 19.11.
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The Department believes that the studies performed are appropriate for a
service of this type and that the relul U can be realonably rei ied upon for
rate lettin, purposes.

C. T.rlffa

The Company's proposed t.riffs. r.tes .nd charees .re reasonable and
should be accepted with the followinl exceptions:

1. Rates .nd Ch.r,es

Throushout the tariff the Ca.pany has propoled a alni~/..xi~ .et of
r.te. and ch.rees for basic cellular .enice u..... option.I fe.tur•• and
nonrecurrin. charles. It s ta ted it vould not chari. any r.te or charle less
th.n the minimum nor greater than the ..xi~ and would notify sub.crib.r••nd
the Department prior to the effective d.t. of any chanle in rate. or char,es.
Th. Co.p.ny believes that this type of a "fl.xibl." schedule would aUow it to
re.ct competitively in the marketplace and to ..rket demand.

In the initial tariff offerinl. lhe Company propoa.d • 15 day advancH
notification period. stating that it would .iaultaneo\lsly notify. both itl
aubscribera and th. Department of pending rate chanle.. Th. interv.non
obj.cted .tatinl that the 1~ day advanc. notice was an insufficient period of
ti.. to allow th.m to notify their end-user. of impendinl rat. chanae.. They
a110 objected to the proposed miniNum/maxi~ rate schedule st.ting they
bell.ved . it would live the Company's incorporat.d lubddi.r, Son.cor
Mobil.phon. an add.d aavantag.. They argu.d that the Company cO\lld
discriminat. amonl its subscribers by charlin, diff.r.nt rat•• to differ.nt
subacrib.n. In respon.e to the resell.rs· and intervenors' conc.rns. the
Company on December 5. 1984 aubmitted r.viled t.riff P.I.s vith additional
lanl\l8C. that clarified the Company's position that it wO\lld not di.crilDi~te
amone ita different subscribers. In the revision. the Company al.o increaaed
the advance notice time period to its subscribers and the Depart_nt from 15
to 30 days.

The Authority alree. that both the COlDpany .nd the .ub.cribers n.ed the
ability to react q\lic1Cly to cOllpetition and to con.~r de.nd. We are also
aware that liven the uncert.intie. surrouncUnl the developllent of c.llular
••rvices. it vould b. difficult to predict the lon, te~ Irovth pro_pecta for
this market aft.r the initial constructions of both the wireline and
non-virelin. s,ste.. ar. completed. Hovever. it is the opinion of the
Authority that this s.rvice has a potential poaitiv. ractor fo~ both the bulk
.cell~lar providera and the r••ell.rs. As l\lch, ve ••• no r.a.on not to allow

the CoIIpaft' at this tl_ the fl.xibility it n••ds to adjut to not only the I

urketp1ace but to the d••nd or lack th.reof. Th.refore, in lieu of the
above, the Authority finds the proposed ainl../Nxi.. r.te acbedule. and
revi.ed tariff 1anl\&&le to be fair, reasonsble. not und~ly discri.inatory and
conaisteat with Department requirement••



DOCKET NO. 8'-08-1b

2. Late Pay!!nt Charee

Pale 6

The Company has proposed to asSt!S~ a late payment charle on thole
balances remainina unpaid after 30 days from the date the bill has been
rendered. Although the proposed tariffs do not include the rate at which this
char,e will be applied. the Company witness stated that it would be I 1/41.

the Authority a,rees that cellular .ervice is an appropriate .ervice
offerins on which a late payment charle may be applied. The 1 1/41 late
payment charges 15 consistent with tho.e charles currently levied by other
Connecticut utili tie.. la.ed on the aforementioned, we approve the late
payment charae of 1 1/41 and direct the C~mpany to includ. this rate within
its tariffs.

3. Roamers

The Company defined a roamer as an end-user who obtains cellular .ervice
from a system operated by a person, corporation, or entity other than the..
Company. The proposed tariffs sute that "should the Telephone Compan,­
execute contracts with other cellular. system operators in order to aUow
roamer. to use the Telephon. Company's cellular system, the Telephone Campan,
will file such contracts with the Depart_nt of Public Utility Control." The·
Authority bel il!ves that this lanSUAle does not allow roamers, whose cellular·
operator does not have a contract with the Company who drive or carry their
cellular phone into the state, to use the cellular system here. We
acknowledle that this will ~nly account for a sNll allOunt of traffic in the
be,innin.: However, roamers will irow in numbers and easy roamina will have
an impact on marketina for aU cellular providers. Therefore, the Authority

/ directs the Company to include in it. tariff. its policy relardina the requ.st
of a roamer whose cellular provider does not have a contract with the Company
to use cellular service.

V. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. There is a public need for cellular .ervice.

2. Cellular s.rvic. would ....t the ne.d. of and provide benefit to
Connecticut busine•••• and consumer••

3. The Depart_nt b.lieve. that the UtA studies perforwed ar.
appropriate for a service of this type and that the results can be
rea.onably reli.d upon for rate settinl purpo••••

4. The proposed rate .ch.dul•• and revised tariff lanlusle ar. fOWld to
be fair, rea.onable, not unduly discriminatory and conliltent with
Department r.quire_nu.

S. A .ini../maxilftUlll rate .ch.dule will allow the COIIpany to r.act
competitively in the marketplace and to consumer demand.
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7. The Coapany'. propo.al to apply a 1 1/4' Late PaJ1lent Charle on
tho.e balance. re..ininl unpaid after 30 days from the date the bill hal
been rendered il appropriate.

8. The Co.pany'. definition of a roamer does not allow thOle end-users,
whoae cellular operator does not have a contract with the Company, and
who drive or carry their cellular phone into the Itate, to ule the
cellular Iyltem in Connecticut, and therefore the Company should amend
its tariffs to reflect such.

9. Pendina the outcome of the dockets cited in Section IV. A.,
resellers are authorized to provide cellular service in the State of
Connecticut effective the date of this decision.

VI. CONCLUSION AND ORDER

1. Based on the foreloinl, with a..ndments detailed Section IV., supra,
the Authority hereby approves the proposed fi1inl.

2. The effective date of the proposed tariff shall be the date of thi~~

decision and the Company is hereby directed to re-f ile the approveet
tariff pales, indicatinl said effective date, within 15 days of the date
of this decision.
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We hereby direct that notice of the foreloin. be liven by the Executive
Secretary of this Department by forwardinl true and correct copies of this
document to parties in interest, and due return make.

Dated at New Britain, Connecticut, this 16th day of January, 1985

Marvin S. Loewith)

Edythe J. Caines) DEPAR1t1ENT OF PUBLIC UTIUTY CONTROL

Peter C. Boucher )

State of Connecticut)
)

County of Hartford )
II. New Britain, January 16, 198~

. I hereby ("ert ify that the foreloinl is a tru.. and correct copy of
Decision, issued by the Department of Public Utility Control, State of
Connecticut.

CE~TlflCATE CF SERVICE

I further certify that where a date is inserted by the Department in the
"Date Mailed" box below, a copy of the Decision was forwarded by Certified
mail to all parties of record in this proceedinl on the date indicated.

Date Mailed:

I
I
I JAN 17 &5 .

Attest:

I
I
I

Robert J. Murphy
Executive Secretary
Department of Public Utility Control

DY: ..;MH4Ir.......u~__~
.. .......,
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DECISION

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Background and Company Proposal

On March 21, 1986, the Southern New England Telephone Company
("Company") filed a proposed tariff with the Department of Public Utility
Control ("Department"), pursuant to Title 16, as amended by the following
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies ("Regulations"), as of yet not
codified but entitled as follows: The Conditions, Standards and Procedures
for Regulating Cellular Mobile Telephone Service, Section 1-5. The proposed
tariff would introduce an attempt charge for incomplete calls of less than one
minute of usage of the Sonecor Cellular Network. The proposed effective date
of the tariff is April 1, 1986.

B. Conduct of the Proceeding

Pursuant to a notice of hearing dated April 7, 1986, The Department
suspended the proposed effective date and conducted a public hearing on this
matter on April 30, 1986 pursuant to Title 16, as amended by the Regulation
cited above.

C. Parties and Intervenors

The Company was recognized as a party in this proceeding. The Division
of Consumer Counsel was also designated as a party.

II. APPLICANT'S EVIDENCE

A. General

The Southern New England Telephone Company, a corporation under the
Statutes of the State of Connecticut, has its principal offices at 227 Church
Street, New Haven, Connecticut. Through its Sonecor Cellular Division, the
Company provides Bulk Domestic Public Cellular Radio Telecommunication
Service, by tariff, in Hartford, Middlesex, New Haven and Fairfield counties.

B. Provisions of the Filing

According to the Company's application, the subject filing provides for
SONECOR Cellular, a Division of Southern New England Telephone, to introduce
an At tempt Charge under its Bulk Cellular Service. This new rate element
would be for incomplete mobile originated calls, such as ring busy or
no-answer, that were less than one minute in duration per call. Currently,
the Bulk Cellular tariff applies the associated usage rate for completed calls
to this type of traffic, thereby not distiguishing between complete and
incomplete calls. The Company proposed a flexible tariff plan with a minimum
rate of $.08 and a maximum rate of $.21 per attempt. The Company proposes to
charge an effective rate of $.10 per attempt, subject to change (within the
the proposed minimum-maximum schedule) after appropriate notice to the
Department.

The Company testified that many bulk subscribers and their end-users
have expressed dissatisfaction that the existing Bulk Cellular tariff does not
differentiate between complete and incomplete calls. These subscribers have
indicated to the Company that their end-users do not receive the same value
from an incomplete call as one which is completed. Although bulk customers
recognize that costs are incurred as a result of call attempts, they believe
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that the price for incomplete calls should be less than for completed calls.
Therefore, the Company states that in order to recognize the concerns of bulk
customers, it has proposed a new rate element for call attempts.

III. POSITION OF PARTIES

The
conducted
testimony

'v

Division of Consumer Counsel was a party to the proceeding and
cross-examination of the Company witness. DCC did not file

on briefs, nor did it issue a statement summarizing its position.

IV. AUTHORITY ANALYSIS

The Company testified that in response to the concern of its bulk
customers, it proposed an Attempt Charge for incomplete mobile originated
calls where usage of the network is less than one minute per call. During
cross-examination, the Company indicated that even if it received approval
from the Department to reduce the rate for an incomplete call, there was no
guarantee that bulk subscribers would pass the savings on to their customers.
According to the Company, however, it was clear that the bulk subscribers
would not reduce the rate for an incomplete call unless the cost was reduced
to them.

A flexible pr1c1ng plan was proposed for the Attempt Charge with a
minimum-maximum rate schedule of $.08 to $.21 and an effective rate of $.10.
The Company's usage studies indicate that incomplete calls presently make up
about 10% of the subscriber's usage and generally are about 30 seconds or less
in duration. The proposed flexible rates for the Attempt Charge were based on
50% of .the weighted usage rates for peak and off-peak. The Company submitted
an exhibit which indicates that the cost associated with each call attempt,
which generally represents less than 30 seconds of network usage, is $.065.
The proposed rate schedule exceeds this identified cost by $ .015 at the
minimum rate and as much as $ .145 at the maximum rate thereby assuring that
any effective rate will exceed the associated cost and provide a positive
contribution to the business.

The Company contended that the proposed Attempt Charge would stimulate
usage of the cellular network and that there would be no negative impact on
the net revenues of bulk cellular service. It concluded that the elimination
of the business practice of charging customers for something which is
perceived not to be valuable would result in at least a 3% net revenue
stimulation. Such a stimulation would be sufficient to negate any adverse
negative net revenue impact. In the case where there was no stimulation of
network usage, the negative annual net revenue impact would range from about
$300,000 in the first year to about $800,000 in the tenth year of the cost
study.

The Authority acknowledges that cellular service is in its infancy and,
therefore, there is a variant trend of adjusting revenue due to this factor.
Even though it is an immature business, its revenues are continuing to
increase and we fully expect it to be an integral part of the Company's
business in the future. Further, we are aware that there is no assurance that
the retailer will pass this savings on to the end-user. However, based on the
record we believe a more fair and equitable treatment of its end-users would
be achieved as a result of this reduction. Therefore, the Authority believes
that the above pricing policy is consistent with Department requirements and
the rate is fair, reasonable, and not unduly discriminatory.



DOCKET NO. 86-03-12 Page 3

Further, we believe it is important to monitor the revenue impact of
this reduced rate so that the consequences will be minimal. During the
hearing, Company witnesses stated that if there was an adverse revenue impact
with the proposed $.10 effective rate, the rate would be adjusted accordingly.
The Company has offered to monitor on a monthly basis its actual experience
concerning the percentage of call attempts. It would then prepare on a
biannual basis a report which could be submitted to the Department in January
and July of 1987. The Authority believes that this information would be
extremely helpful in monitoring the revenue impact of the Attempt Charge and,
therefore, directs the Company to submit these reports on those dates.

V. FINDINGS OF FACT

1. Cellular service revenues are
service is expected to be an
business in the future.

continuing to
integral part

increase
of the

and the
Company's

2. Based on the record, a more fair and equitable treatment of the
service's end-users would be achieved as a resul t of this rate
reduction.

3. The proposed pr1c1ng policy
requirements and the rate is
discriminatory.

is
fair,

consistent
reasonable

with
and

Department
not unduly

4. The revenue impact of the effective rate should be monitored so
that the rate could be adjusted and any adverse impact minimized.

VI. CONCLUSION ~'u ORDER

1. The proposed tariff filing for an Attempt Charge is hereby approved
and the effective date shall be the date of this decision. The
Company is hereby directed to refile the approved tariff pages,
indicating said affection date, within 15 days of the date of this
decision.

2. The Company shall monitor on a monthly basis its actual experience
concerning the percentage of call attempts and then prepare on a
biannual basis a report which shall be submitted to the Department
in January and July of 1987.
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We hereby direct that notice of the foregoing be given by the Executive
Secretary of this Department by forwarding true and correct copies of this
document to parties in interest, and due return make.

Dated at New Britain, Connecticut, this 20th day of May, 1986.

Marvin S. Loewith )

David J. Harrigan ) DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

Edythe J. Gaines )

State of Connecticut )
)

County of Hartford )
ss. New Britain, May 20, 1986

I hereby certify that the foregoing is a true and correct copy of
Decision, issued by the Department of Public Utility Control,' State of
Connecticut.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I further certify that where a date is inserted by the Department in the
"Date Mailed" box below, a copy of the Decision was forwarded by Certified
mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

Date Mailed:

/
/
/

MAY 23 1986 /
/
/

Attest:

Utility Control
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Deds ion

DECISION

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Cumpany's rrueuaal

On September 5, 1986, Metro Mobile CTS Inc. ("Company"), on behalf of
its subsidiaries, Metro Mobile CTS of Hartford, Inc., Metro Mobile CTS of New
Haven, Inc. and Metro Mobile CTS of Fairfield County, Inc. filed with the
Department of Public Utility Control ("Department") pursuant to 57 of Public
Act 85-552, §§3 and 4 of the Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies ("Conn.
Agencies Regs.") and H16-1-1 ~ seg., and 16-1-45 ~ seg., its initial
application seeking approval of tariffs for the provision of wholesale
cellular mobile telephone service in the Hartford, New Haven and Bridgeport
New England County Metropolitan Areas (''NECHAs'').

B. Conduct of the Proceedings

In accordance wi~h §16-2(c) of the General Statutes of Connecticut
("Conn. Gen. Stat."), this matter was assigned to a panel of three of the
Department's five Commissioners who constitute the Public Utilities Control
Authority ("Aathori ty").

Pursuant to a ~otice of Hearing dated September 26~ 1986, the Department
scheduled a public hearing on this matter in the offices of the Department, in
New Britain, Connecticut, on October 31, 1986. The hearing was continued on
April 20, 198;, and May 4, 1987.

C. Parties and Other Participants

The Depar'tment recognized the Company, and the Division of Consumer'
Counsel ("DCC") as par'ties to this proceeding. SNEI Cellular, Inc. ("S~ET

Cellular''') and New York SMSA Limited Partnership and NYNEX Mobile
Communications Retail Co., were recognized as intervenors in this proceeding.

D. Wr'itten Stipulation

By written stipulation.
Conn. Gen. Stat.

II. APPLICA.~'S EVIDE1lCE

A. General

the parties waived compliance with §4-179 of the

The Company is a Delaware corporation and is controlled by Metr'O Mobile
CIS, a limited partnership. Metro Mobile CIS of Hartford, Inc., Metro Mobile
CIS of New Haven, Inc. and Metro Mobile CTS of Fairfield County, Inc., are all
Wholly-owned subsidiaries of the Company, and are the non-wireline carriers
authorized by the Federal Communications Commission ("FCC") to provide
cellular' service in the Hartford, New Haven and Bridgeport NECMAs.
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B. Provisions of the Filings

Page 2

The Company's application requests authorization to offer wholesale
cellular service to subscribers who. in turn. will market and retail this
service to their end-users. The r.nmpl'lny wi 11 also off~~ ~hol~sel~ c~lh:l~:,

service directly to large end-users who meet the criteria of the tariff. In
addition. the Company plans to market cellular service as a retailer through a
division of the Company. That division would obtain wholesale cellular
service as a subscriber under this tariff on the same basis as any other
retailer.

III. POSITION OF PARTIES AND INTERVENORS

A. Position of the Division of Consumer Counsel ("DeC")

The DCC participated in this matter by the cross-examination of
witnesses and the filing of a brief. It is the position of the DCC that:

1. The DCC opposes those portions of the Company's proposeQ tariff
regarding a six month minimum service charge and automatic renewal
of a contract for the following reasons:

a. The six month minimum contract period is unnecessary and
results in the imposition of an excessive. quasi-punitive
charge for cancellation.

b. The automatic renewal provision is unfair because subscribers
will be liable for charges. even if they have not
affirmatively assented to continue to receive service. and
even if they do not receive service.

B. Position of the Company

The Company submitted a brief and reply brief in this proceeding. It is
the position of the Company that:

1. A six month mlnlmum service period is
wholesale cellular industry and such
specifically approved by the FCC.

characteristic of
provisions have

the
been

2. The automatic renewal provlslon ensures that the subscriber's
relationship with the Company will continue until the subscriber
wishes it to end. Further. the provision allows uninterrupted
service to the subscriber's e~4-~ers without needless monthly
administrative action on the part of the subscriber.

3. SNET Cellular has provided cellular mobile telephone service on a
monopoly basis since approval of its tariffs in Docket No. 84-08-16.

4. Under the equal regulation mandate and the Department's
regulations. the Department may not impose a greater burden of
proof on the Company than was imposed on SNET Cellular. The
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Company should face a lesser burden because the proposed offering
is a competitive service, and not the monopoly service that is
presently provided by SNET Cellular.

C. Position of SNET Cellular

5Nt:! Cellu.lar .ubmi t ted A .L~fll:y bLlcf .4U tililll l'l"ut:t::t::ciiuK.
position of SNET Cellular that:

1. SNET Cellular did not file its tariff in Docket 84-08-16 on a
monopoly basis but rather its tariff included various elements
usually only found in a competitive environment. In addition, the
record of that proceeding shows that the cellular market structure
under the FCC's decisions was to be a competitive market.

2. Connecticut Public Act 85-552, 557 and 8 requires the Department to
regulate cellular carriers on an equal basis and thus, the degree
of regulation should be equal and each party must bear their own
burden of proof.

IV. ACTHORITY ~VALYSIS

A. Cost Studies

At the request of the Authority, the Company filed what it termed a
"Long Run Revenue/Expense/Investment Analysis", which it .used in its financial
study of bulk cellular service (Late-Filed Exhibit No.1, Exhibit CPW-3~

Attachment 1). According to the pre-filed testimony of one of the Company's
expert .itnesses, this cost study methodology appeared consistent with
Southern Ne. England telephone Company's Long Run Incremental Analysis (LIRA)
study used for its bulk cellular service tariff filing (See Application,
Testimony of Christopher P. Witze, pg. 3). This cost study methodology, not
unlike S~ET's, utilizes current costs, prospective costs, investments and
marke: forecasts, in order to determine charges and revenues at alternate rate
proposals.

Attachments land 2 to this Late-Filed Exhibit are cost-study runs using
the Company's proposed minimWll and effective rates, respectively. While the
minimum rate level showed its first positive net income of approximately $2.1
million beginning in year four of operation, the proposed effective rate level
would generate its first positive net income of approximately $1.96 million in
year three of operation.

In consideration of the above, the Authority believes that the Company's
study methodology is both reasonable and app~~priate for this type of service.

B. Tariffs

In its initial application, the Company filed proposed wholesale tariffs
for Cellular Mobile Telephone Service in the Hartford, New Haven, and
Bridgeport New England County Metropolitan Areas. These tariffs contained the
definitions, rules, regulations, and rates for wholesale cellular service.
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During the hearing process, the Department investigated various conce:-ns it
had relative to the proposed tariffs. As a result of that investigation, the
Department's staff requested that the Company make nwnerous changes to its
tariffs. The Company complied and resubmitted its tariffs with these
changes. With the inclusion of these revisions, the Authority finds the
CuUipciny' .. Pl"uflu~cu tcuiff:», rCli..t:S and charges to be reasonable and acceptable
with the following exceptions.

1. Rates and Charges

The prices proposed by the Company reflect a flexible or minimum/maximum
schedule of rates and charges. It includes such items as service establish­
ment charges, access and usage rates, and a charge for service order
activity. with a flexible rate schedule, the Company would not charge less
than the minimum nor more than the maximum rate. The Company proposed
effective rates and charges which were within the proposed minimum/maximum
schedules and subject to change after appropriate notice to the Department.
The Company testified that it would notify the Department and its subscribers
not less than 30 days prior to the effective date of any change in rates and
charges.

In conjunction with the above, the Company proposed flexible rate ranges
with a mlnlmum monthly rate of zero ($0) for access numbers, optional
services, and set-up charges for nonaffiliated roamers. According to the
Company, the purpose of proposing a $0 mlnlmum rate for these service
components was to allow it maximum flexibility for a competitive response to
an adjustment in rates, terms, or conditions by its competitor, SNET
cellular. The Company testified that its rates and charges were not designed
to recover costs on an element by element basis. While the Company provided
cost information on a total company basis, it contended it could not provide
cost data on an element by element basis. It indicated that this was because
it had not performed such an analysis and it would be too costly to produce.
Its proposed minimum rates were developed so that total revenues would recover
total costs over the long term. By implementing various rate ccmbin~tions for
different service offerings, it would recover its total costs. For example, a
zero minimum access charge would resul t in a higher usage rate. The Company
stated that its usage rates would be the principal means of recovering its
costs and that its cash flow would be generated from this service element.
While the Company would not rule out the possibility of offering a very low
access/high usage charge package in the future, it did not expect to set its
monthly access rate at the minimum on a regular basis. The Company indicated
that this pricing procedure was consistent with other cellular companies.

Relative to the Company's proposed $0 minimum prices, the Authority has
in the past approved individual rates and !=harges which did not cover their
direct economic costs. In those cases we determined that when a combination
of rates and charges was implemented, the resulting revenues would exceed the
service's overall economic costs. In determining whether proposed rates cover
their direct costs, the Authority believes that a cost of service analysis for
ratemaking purposes should, to the extent possible, examine service components
on an element by element basis. Although we find that this is not the case in
the instant proceeding, the Authority accepts the Company's revenue and cost
analysis and its testimony relative to the above. As the burden of proof is
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on the Company, we have reI ied on its evidence which indicates that the
proposed rates and charges will generate revenues which will exceed or equal
costs over the long term.

The Authori ty agrees that given the lack of historic data on market
!"~spc!lse to =ell~13:' s~~:~ce, whcle::::llc ccll;.:la=- prc·.-idar.; a.nd thGi~

subscribers should be allowed flexibility to react quickly to changes in the
marketplace. We believe that this flexibility should encompass the bulk
cellular carrier's ability to modify its rates and charges, within approved
limits, with advance notification. We note that the concept of flexible rates
and charges is no t new to this Authori ty. This type of pricing schedule has
been approved in both the competitive and noncompetitive Connecticut
telecommunications environment. The Authority approved a similar schedule in
Docket No. 84-08-16, Southern New England Telephone Company Tariff Filing to
Provide Bulk Domestic Public Cellular Radio Telecommunications Service.
Therefore, based on the above, the Authori ty finds the Company's proposed
minimum/maximum rate schedules and revised tariff language to be fair,
reasonable, not unduly discriminatory and consistent with Department
requirements.

2. Enhanced 911 Service (E9ll)

In its initial application, the Company did not make a provision for the
waiving of any charges associated with £911 calls. When questioned during the
hearing as to whether a caller would incur a charge .for these calls, the
Company testified that it would not charge a subscriber for this type of
usage. At the Department's request, the Company included this provision in
its revised tariffs. It is the opinion of the Authority that wholesale
cellular carriers should provide calls to E911 free of charge. Therefore, the
Authcrity finGS the Company's revised tariff acceptable as filed.

3. Security Deposits

In addition to the textual changes relative to Security Deposits
requested by staff, the DCC requested further reV1S10ns. These changes would
include criteria that the Company would utilize in determining whether a
deposit would be charged and the conditions under which it would be refunded.
The Company complied with this request and revised its tariffs. It included
additional language clarifying the terms and conditions under which a deposit
would be required and when it would be refunded. Based on the Company's
submittal, the Authority finds the proposed text to be acceptable and directs
the Company to incorporate it into the main body of its tariffs.

4. Minimum Contract Period

The Company's proposed tariffs require that customers subscribe to
service for a minimum period of six months. A subscriber taking service for
less than this period would be billed for items such as access and minimum
usage charges for the remainder of the contract period. Following the
completion of the service period, the contract period would be automatically
renewed for successive thirty day periods. Cancellation of service by the
subscriber during these periods requires the customer to notify the Company in
writing, thirty days prior to the actual date of cancellation. According to
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the Company's revised tariffs. if the actual date of cancellation does not
coincide vi th the date of expiration of a thirty day contract period. the
subscriber's bill vill be reduced on a pro rata basis. It should be noted
that for any additional blocks of telephone numbers. a nev initial contract
period vould begin.

The Company states that its proposal is typical of the industry and is
necessary to ensure business stability. In addition, from a cost standpoint.
such a contract is necessary due to the costs the Company viII incur in
providing service to nev subscribers. According to the Company, it has
proposed a six month minimum contract period in the interest of sound business
and financial practices and the ability to provide high quality service to its
subscribers.

The DCC opposes the six month m1n1mum contract period, stating that it
is inherently unfair. In addition, it disagrees with the Company concerning
its positions relative to the so called business stability and cost
standpoints· that result from the service contracts. In its brief, the DeC
states that this portion of the Company's tariffs requires payment for service
regardless of whether the subscriber decides not to accept it for the

\

contracted pericd of time. In lieu of the initial contract, the DCC suggests
that the Departme~t should either require that the minimum contract period be
substantially reduced, or that a pro rata refund be made if a subscriber
cancels service prior to the end of the six month contract period. The DCC
also finds the automatic renewal and cancellation of service provisions to be
unfair. Instead. the DeC proposes that cancellation be alloved up to one veek
prior to the expiration of the contract, and that subscribers should receive
pro rata refunds for service cancelled during a contract period. Lastly the
DCC proposes, that if SNET Cellular's tariff has similar provisions to those
noted above, th~ Department should take appropriate action to amend them.

The Autho~ity finds the required six month initial contract and
subsequent thirty day contract periods to be appropriate at the vholesale
cellular service level for both of Connecticut's cellular carriers. In our
opinion, these customers (most likely resellers and large end users) viII be
subscribing to service for periods of time which will more than exceed the
Company's required six month contract period. In addition, ...·e believe that
these customers ....ill be more than cognizant of the customer notification
obligations that they would be required to satisfy should they decide to
terminate service. As a result, we do not accept the DCC' s suggestion to
reduce the initial contract period or require the Company to offer pro rata
refunds for customers not fulfilling their obligations to the Company. In
addition, we expect that the provision of service under such contracts would
minimize customer turnover while providing the Company with a level of
revenues it requires to recover costs and. earn a profit. Relative to the
DCC's position that cancellation of service"be allowed up to one.week prior to
the expiration of the contract, ....e believe that it would be unworkable and
burdensome to the Company. Therefore, based on the above, we find the
Company's tariffs on these matters to be acceptable.

B. Revenues

In support of its initial proposal, the Company submitted a financial
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summary for wholesale cellular service. It included estimated annual
revenues for year one and year ten at both the proposed minimum rates and
effective rates. This analysis utilized the level of net income as a measure
of the Company's profitability. According to the Company's exhibit, net
income "'ill not become positive until the third year of its operations.
Dt.::-inS the he~:"'i:':b p:,ccc:;:; t the C~mpan3·'0 rc,,-iScd its l-CY·i:ilue ilflCll)'ti i~ cLJ1Q

estimates for the total annual revenues for its first and tenth year. At
proposed minimum rates the Company expects to generate $3,024,000 during its
first year and $31,496,000 in its tenth year; and at proposed effective rates,
$3,475,000 and $35,556,000, respectively.

The Authority acknowledges that the Company bas incurred initial
start-up costs in its Connecticut operations. We also note the competitive
disadvantage the Company has experienced by its late entry into a market "'hich
is currently served by its competitor. Nevertheless, it is the position of
the Authority that the Company has sustained its burden of proof. Ho"'ever,
given that there are only t",o providers of cellular service and the
Authority's mandate to regulate both on an equal basis t "'e "'ill accept the
Company's revenue analysis for this service. The Company should be a"'are that
after it is operational and has historical data, it "'ill be expected to comply
fully "'ith all future requests for information relative to approval of
cellular service filings.

v. FI~nINGS OF FACT

1. The cost studies performed by the Company are both reasonable and
~ppropriate for both this Company and the service it is proposing
to of hr.

2. A minimum/maximum rate schedule "'ill allow the Company flexibility
in the marketplace to better serve consumer demanc.

3. The Compan)" s proposed minimum/maximum rate schedules and revised
tariff language are found to be fair, reasonable, not unduly
discriminatory and consistent with Department requirements.

4. Given the lack of historic data on market analysis to cellular
service t "'holesale cellular providers and their subscribers should
be allo",ed flexibility to react quickly to changes in the
marketplace.

5 • As the burden 0 f proo f is on the Company t "'e have re lied on its
evidence "'hich indicates that the proposed rates and charges "'ill
generate revenues "'hich "'ill exceed or equal costs over the long
term.

6. The Company shall notify the Department and its subscribers not
less than 30 days prior to the effective date of any change in
rates and charges.

7. Wholesale cellular carriers shall provide calls to E911 free of
charge.
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8. The Company's tariffs shall include language clarifying the terms
and conditions under which a deposit would be required and when it
would be refunded.

9. The r£qui:"i;d .;iA ~nth initial contract .n~ ii~t,seq~ent ~hirt~f do;·
contract period is appropriate at the wholesale cellular service
level.

10. The Company has sustained its burden of proof. However, given that
there are only two providers of cellular service and the
Authority's mandate to regulate cellular carriers on an equal
basis. we will accept the Company's revenue analysis for this
service.

11. The Company should be aware that after it is operational and has
historical data to rely on, it will be expected to fully comply
with all future requests for information relative to approval of
cellular service filings.

VI. CONCLUSION AND ORDER

1. Based on the foregoing. with amendments detailed in Section IV.,
supra. the Authority hereby approves the proposed filing which will
allow the Company to provide wholesale cell~lar mobile telephone
service in all of the areas in Connecticut authorized by the FCC.
The effective date of the proposed tariff shall be the date of this
Decision and the Company is hereby directed to re-file the approved
tariff pages. indicating said effective date, within 15 days of the
issuance date of this Decision.
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We hereby direct that notice of the foregoing be given by the Executive
Secre tary of this Department by for....arding true and correct copies of this
document to parties in interest, and due return make.

Dated at Ne.... Britain, Connecticut, this 2nd day of June, 1987.

David J. Harrigan

Otto C. Neumann

Edythe J. Gaines

State of Connecticut

County of Hartford

}

}
}
}

ss.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITY CONTROL

New Britain, June 2, 1987

I hereby certify that th~ foregoing is a true and correct copy of
Decision, issued by the Department of Public Utility Control, State of
Connecticut.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I further certify that where a date is inserted by 'the Department in the
"Da~e Mailed" box below, a copy of the Decision was forwarded by Certified
mail to all parties of record in this proceeding on the date indicated.

Da ~e lola iled:

J'--__J_U_H_9_!M_l 1

Utility Control

-.-.-
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DECISION

I. INTRODUCTION

A. Company's Proposal

On October 28, 1987, SNET Cellular, Inc. ("SCI" or "tbe Companytt)' filed
with the Department of Public Utility Control (ttDepartmenttt ) an app~ication to
revise its tariff to provide wbolesale cellular mobile telepbone ~ervice

pursuant to Section 16-11 and Section 16-2S0(b) of the Connecticut G4tneral
Statutes("CGS"). The revisions to SCI's tariff bad.a proposed effective ·date
of December 31, 1987.

B. Conduct of tbe Proceedings'

Pursuant to Section 16-2S0(b) and Section 16-2S0(b)(4)(B)of the
Regulations of Connecticut State Agencies, tbe effective date was suspended
and a public bearing was conducted to consider tbis matter fully. In
accordance with CGS Section 16-2(c), tbis matter was assigned to ,a panel of
three of the Department's five Commissioners who constitute tbe Public
Utilities Control Authority ("Authority").

The Department scheduled the public hearing on this matter in tbe offices
of the. Department, in New Britain, Connecticut, on December 29, 1987, pursuant
to a notice of public hearing dated November 23, 1987. The hearing was
continued to January 4, 1988 'and January 14, 1988. The hearing was closed
February 29, 1988. '

C. Parties an~ Other Participants

In addition to SNET Cellular, Inc., tbe Department admitted Southern New
England Telephone Co. ("SHET") and the Division of Conswuer Counsel ("DeC") as
parties, and Metro Mobile CTS, Inc. ("Metro Mobile") and Cellular Service
Bureau, Inc. ("CSB") as intervenors. Two letters from other cellular service
resellers were received.

II. APPLICANT'S EVIDENCE

A. General

SNET Cellular, Inc. is located at 555 Long Wharf Drive, New Haven,
Connecticut and provides bulk mobile cellular telephone services at wholesale
tariffed rates for resale by otber companies to end-users. SHET Cellular,
Inc. is a wholly-owned subsidiary of Soutbern New England TelecolllllUDications
Corp. (the bolding company), which is located at 227 Church Street, New Baven,
Connecticut. SHET Cellular, Inc. was originally established as an operating
division SONECOR CELLULAR, of SHET and was established as an operating
subsidiary of the holding Company on July 1, 1986. SCI provided Hark W.
Bluemling, SCI Vice-President-Finance and Jerome P. Brennan, SCI Staff
Manager-Finance as witnesses for the Company•

•


